JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. No aspect of the career of Alexander the Great should be more important and constructive to the historian than the series of executions and assassinations by which he partly crushed and partly anticipated the opposition of Macedonian nobles to his person and policy. Yet no aspect has, on the whole, been less studied in modern times. Tarn, by acceptance of the favorable and rejection of the unfavorable sources,1 came to the conclusion that Alexander committed two murders, but only two. Of these two, one (that of Clitus) can be regarded as manslaughter under some provocation, while the other (that of Parmenio) can at least be mitigated by various legal, social and political considerations.2 This procedure is part of an attitude towards Alexander the Great of which Tarn was the most distinguished (though by no means the only) exponent, an attitude which has made the serious study of Alexander's reign from the point of view of political history not only impossible, but (to many students) almost inconceivable. Yet there is no plausible reason why the autocracy of Alexander the Great should not be as susceptible of political analysis as that of Augustus or Napoleon, for the grim and bloody struggle for power that went on almost unremittingly at his court is amply documented even in our inadequate sources. This is not, of course, to assert that there is nothing else to be studied, any more than one would claim that the study of Hitler should be confined to the unraveling of the intrigues among the party leaders. But it is not the business of the historian to envelop a successful military leader in an aureole of romantic idealisation, nor is it sacrilege to dispel it. Serious study is made difficult enough by the inadequacy of the sources. Yet, if the right questions are asked, some answers will begin to appear. It is in this spirit that this paper attempts to direct attention to an acknowledged turning-point in 
clear. When Alexander's old friend Harpalus, in mysterious circumstances, was relieved of his post and decided to leave the king, he settled at Megara, clearly in no fear for his personal safety; and before long he secured his recall on his own terms.6
All this must be borne in mind when we come to examine the so-called "conspiracy of Philotas,"7 which led to the death of Parmenio. Lulled into false security and convinced that the spirit of the regime had changed, the victims had no chance of escape when the thunderbolt struck them.8
The story of the "conspiracy" is well known and can be briefly summarized.9 Philotas had made no secret of his disapproval of the king's oriental affectations ever since the visit to Ammon and had consequently been suspected and disliked for years. His enemy Craterus had worked against him at court, and his mistress Antigone had been suborned to spy on him, so that evidence of disloyalty might be collected. Plutarch, in fact, very justly speaks of a conspiracy against Philotas. It was realized that an attempt to remove Philotas would lead to a major trial of strength, not to be undertaken unless the loyalty of the army was secure. For this, a charge of treason was the obvious weapon, provided that enough evidence could be produced to build up a prima facie case. This seems to have proved difficult. But by 330 a time was approaching when Alexander could not afford to wait any longer. The Hellenic crusade, kept up--more and more perfunctorily-as a propaganda motif as long as Greece had to be conciliated, had been officially abandoned after Agis' defeat (Arr. 3.19.5 f.); Alexander had declared himself the lawful successor to the Achaemenids; but since he failed to capture Darius alive, he now had to assert his claim against the pretender Bessus, who called 6 On this odd episode, see Historia 9 (1960) 245 f. 7 This is what the textbooks are accustomed to call it, following the ancient apologists. Plutarch knew better (Alex. 49.1): the only conspiracy he mentions concerning Philotas is one against Philotas. 8 The sources for the "conspiracy" are conveniently collected in Berve, s.v. i5AT6rcar 802 (with good summary of the case against Philotas and proof of its inadequacy). Arrian's account (3.26, from Ptolemy and Aristobulus) of a matter uncongenial both to himself and to his sources is so brief as to be almost useless. That of Curtius (6.7-11) is rhetorically elaborated, but based on a source that had a great deal of precise information. Diodorus (17.79-80) abbreviates the same source and has no independent value; Plutarch (Alex. 48 f.) also seems to be mainly based on it.
9 For the events here summarized, see the standard works. It seems to have been during this time that the plot against Philotas was hatched. We are not told precisely when he rejoined the court, but the sequence of events strongly suggests that it was not long before the plot.'7 The king, known to be marching towards the capital of Drangiana, was temporarily deflected from his route by the revolt of Satibarzanes. This was quickly dealt with (it appears to have been a matter of days rather than months) by swift marching and campaigning that kept the royal party constantly on the move in unknown country. During this time Philotas (unlike, e.g., Craterus) is not mentioned. It is most unlikely that he caught up with the king or even attempted to. Even if the funeral could be arranged quickly enough to make it possible, we must never forget that communications between the front line and the rear were not as good in antiquity as in a respectable modern army. Rather than wander about the unknown countryside, a man trying to rejoin the royal party would surely make for the next fixed point along its proposed route (and indeed, it is usually during his stay in one of the obvious resting-places that Alexander is thus joined by various men and forces). We may take it that Philotas only rejoined the king in the capital of Drangiana. And it was eight days after the royal party arrived there that the conspiracy came 17 Curtius is the only source that mentions Philotas' absence. The conspiracy comes a few sections later (6.7.1 f.). For the speed of the intervening movements (not precisely timed for us anywhere), cf. Arr. 3.25.6 (two days for the move against Artacoana). From Artacoana the king moved against Drangiana, whose capital surrendered at once (ibid. 25.8). Alexander halted there, and the conspiracy is dated by Curtius (6.7.1) to the ninth day of his stay. Diodorus (17.78.4) has rather confused matters. He appears to tell us that Alexander occupied the whole of "Hyrcania" in thirty days and then left for Drangiana. To judge by the movements as Diodorus describes them, he has included Parthia and Aria in his "Hyrcania," and the thirty days are probably meant to include the occupation of all three. But the passage is too confused to be of real use in establishing a chronology. See C. B. Welles' note ad. loc. in the Loeb edition of Diodorus. to a head. It is not unreasonable to suggest that something had been hatched during Philotas' absence.
On the "conspiracy of Philotas" itself, as it was now "discovered," no words need be wasted. Fortunately, scarcely any scholar in recent times has taken it seriously,18 naturally enough, since even Alexander (and Ptolemy) did not succeed in proving Philotas' guilt. The facts can therefore be stated quite briefly. An obscure Macedonian probably called Dimnus19 was the lover of a boy Nicomachus. This boy now suddenly confided to his brother Cebalinus that Dimnus, with the support of some others, was plotting against the life of Alexander. Cebalinus reported this to Philotas, who showed little interest. Finally, after some cloak-and-dagger scenes lovingly described by Curtius-with Cebalinus, for no very clear reason, hiding in a cupboard while the king was bathing-the whole story was reported to Alexander, and after careful preparations he ordered the arrest of Philotas and some others. Dimnus conveniently killed himself (or was killed while resisting arrest), and the others were put on trial for their lives before the army. Alexander himself demanded the death penalty for Philotas. Philotas admitted that he had heard of the plot but claimed that he had simply not taken it seriously.20 Since Dimnus is nowhere assigned a motive for his plot, nor was any evidence (except for his favorite's word) advanced against him or anyone else, we need not hesitate to agree with Philotas in this estimate. Against Philotas himself, not a scrap of evidence suggesting complicity could be produced. been briefed to support the demand for a death sentence, and the army, seeing that Alexander made it a question of confidence as between himself and Philotas, agreed. It has been claimed22 that the army gave a fair trial according to its lights. This, up to a point, may be true. But if it is taken to imply that, because the army voted the death penalty, Philotas deserved it, this is surely putting too much trust in the perspicacity of these simple soldiers in what must have been an utterly bewildering situation.
Philotas was tortured before his execution, in the hope that evidence could be obtained against other men, notably his father Parmenio.23 It is unlikely that any was in fact obtained. We cannot be certain, since the sources that mention the incident, for their various purposes, elaborate it far beyond credibility.24 Curtius (6.11.22 f.) has a story of a plot between Parmenio and Hegelochus (then dead), which Philotas is said to have divulged under torture. Since no charge was in fact brought against Parmenio, it is almost certain that none could be: the plot with Hegelochus must be an effort of later apologia.25
In fact, the judicial murder of Philotas was at once followed by the undisguised assassination of Parmenio himself.26 Tarn (1.62 f.) has tried to present the act as one of regrettable necessity, sanctioned by Macedonian usage. This view is widely held; but Tarn's presentation of it is so characteristic of the technique of Alexander-worship and apologia that it deserves detailed study. Having introduced the story of the "conspiracy of Philotas" (which he is almost the only reputable recent scholar to believe) by stating that to kill and be killed was all in the day's work for a Macedonian noble ("They lived hard and took their chances"), he now says: "That a great general could be relieved of his command and retire quietly into private life would probably have seemed impossible to every Macedonian.
There were only two known alternatives: he must rebel or die." Now, whatever may , it is simply not true that it was still governed by the law of the jungle. We have seen that, after the initial phase, Alexander had abjured murder as a political weapon, and no one expected its revival. In particular, we must remember the case of his Lyncestian namesake. Suspected of high treason, he had been relieved of his command and put under guard; indeed, at this very time he was still being dragged about from place to place with the army.27 Parmenio, whatever his prestige, could never (like the Lyncestian) aspire to the throne itself. We have, in fact, already incidentally noticed that Alexander's officers were perfectly accustomed to being moved around from one command or commission to another, often with periods of inactivity intervening. Many more examples will be found on almost every page of our sources; and many men disappear from our view entirely, even though in some cases we know that they remained alive and survived Alexander himself. There was nothing in Macedonian custom, or indeed in Alexander's own, that called for the murder of Parmenio as the "only known alternative" to letting him rebel. Moreover, since Philotas' "treason" was a transparent fabrication, the assassination of his father was not a panic-stricken reaction to an unforeseen emergency; it must be regarded as an integral part of the same scheme, and indeed, in view of Parmenio's position, as its culmination. The careful preparation, the detailed planning (so well exemplified in Curtius' account of Philotas' arrest-the crucial and most dangerous step), finally the quick and decisive blow when fortune offered the chance-these will be recognized at once as the hallmarks of Alexander's genius, both military and political. He was to use the same technique in the reign of terror after his return from India, and then against the very men who had helped him strike down Parmenio.28 Political assassination-with or, if necessary, without observation of legal forms-was as much a normal weapon in his arsenal as the calculated military aggression in which he was so conspicuously successful. It is due entirely to a peculiarity of our own tradition-one that future historians may find as incomprehensible as we ourselves find the ancients' acceptance of slavery-that our historians, while willing to admire successful aggression, have shied away from its equivalent in internal policy.29 In fact, it has sometimes been regarded as nothing short of sacrilege to notice it. Yet the historian must not shut his eyes to the facts for the sake of an idealized image.
The death of Parmenio was not quite the end of the matter. For one thing, his brother Asander was still collecting reinforcements for Alexander. He brought them to the king at Bactra in the following year, and he is never heard of again. Other men, great and less great, had been involved in the affair. Such is the inadequacy of our sources that we do not know anything about the background of most of them, nor even what happened to them.30 As so often in the story of Alexander, an abundance of sources, brilliantly studied by modern scholars, yet fails to give us the material for serious history. It is no wonder that romantic idealization has sometimes taken its place. But the mere number of important men involved in Parmenio's fall at least helps to underline the extent of the faction and the pervasiveness of Parmenio's influence even at the time of Alexander's coup. One of these men, Demetrius (otherwise quite unknown to us), was a Bodyguard, one of the highest nobles in the realm. He indignantly denied complicity in the "conspiracy of Philotas," and Alexander did not insist on his conviction. A little later, when the fuss had died down, he was quietly eliminated and Ptolemy (the later king and historian) was appointed in his place (Arr. 3.27.5). Amyntas son of Andromenes, also named by the informer, was put on trial together with his three brothers. His case was made immeasurably worse by the fact that Polemo (one of the brothers) attempted flight before the trial. Yet Amyntas defended himself and his brothers, and after a touching scene of 29 With notable exceptions like Beloch. He, however, was led by the revulsion he felt for Alexander's character to underestimate his ability (see above, note 15): in his pages, Alexander's success all but becomes a paradox. Even so, it is less of a paradox than Tarn's portrait of the high-minded philosopher who set the world aflame with war. 30 Berve, s.v. AiLvos, gives a list of those implicated by Nicomachus. Curtius (6.11.38) says that all of them were executed. But Curtius is demonstrably inaccurate in matters of detail: we know that Demetrius and Amyntas, at least, escaped (see below). Arrian unfortunately does not tell us who else was found guilty. On Amyntas and Demetrius, see Berve, s. w. 'Aptivras 57 and 64 (I cannot understand why he refuses to identify them); A,J17PL0o 260. reconciliation they were all acquitted (Arr. 3.27.1 f.; Curt. 7.1.10 f.). Amyntas died in action soon after, and two of his brothers are never heard of again under Alexander, even though at least one of them survived the king (Berve, s.v. ILoAtcov 644). The third, Attalus, in due course rose to a high position in the army, clearly owing to a marriage connection with Perdiccas. Though we cannot date the connection, it is tempting to conjecture that it already existed at the time of the trial and that it was, in fact, Perdiccas who helped to secure the acquittal of Attalus and his brothers in 330. Perdiccas' own loyalty was known to Alexander and proved by the part he played in the arrest of Philotas (Curt. 6.8.17), so that he himself had nothing to fear.
Tarn uses the acquittal of these men as evidence of the fairness of all the trials; yet Alexander could not afford (and had hardly intended) to engage in wholesale slaughter of the Macedonian nobility. The extreme caution used in the arrest of Philotas (Curt. loc. cit.) and, even more clearly, the case of Demetrius the Bodyguard, show that he had to tread warily and not try the army's loyalty too far. It is known-not that we need have doubted it-that Parmenio's own army did not take kindly to the murder of their commander. Dissatisfaction became so obvious that it had to be suppressed by forming the offenders into a special regiment of the "disorderly."31 Years later, in the reign of terror after the return from India, the destruction of Parmenio's murderers was greeted with joy (Curt. 10.1.1 f.). Although, after careful preparation, Alexander had been able to use the army against Philotas (not, as we have seen, against Parmenio himself), it had been a close thing. As a great general, Alexander was satisfied with the attainment of his objective (the destruction of Parmenio and his family) and knew where to call a halt, just as he knew where to call off pursuit after victory. Both in politics and in warfare the mind of Alexander followed the same unmistakable lines.
However, there was one man against whom the army could now be used without fear. Alexander son of Aeropus, the last 31 AIaKTO& (Diod. 17.80, fin.). The term sounds authentic, and Diodorus' presentation is factual and free from invective against Alexander, so that we need not suspect malicious invention. Curtius, in a less reliable account (7.2.35), tells us that their commander's name was Leonidas (see Berve, s.v. Aecowvas 470). We cannot tell whether the story about the censoring of the soldiers' mail is true. survivor of the Lyncestian dynasty, had (as we have seen) been under guard for several years and, since he had taken no part in the great victories, had won no affectionate loyalty. He already had his bad name: he had been suspected of treason, and treason of a sort-collaboration with the Persians-that the army could understand as such and would not condone. The king now decided that this was his chance of ridding himself of his embarrassing prisoner. Accused of the treason for which he had been arrested years before-not, of course, of a part in the "conspiracy of Philotas," during which he had been under guard-he was now condemned by the army and at once executed (Curt. 7.1.5 f.). Nothing shows better than this cold-blooded execution of a harmless man how little point there is in attempts to find a moral justification for Alexander's acts of political terrorism.
It had been a close thing. But the king, possessed of the initiative and laying careful plans against unsuspecting victims, had won. He had not eliminated all of Parmenio's supporters: on the contrary, nobles and army now had to be conciliated by a display of forgiveness towards those members of the wide-spread faction who could (at least for the moment) safely be deemed innocent. The practical effects of forgiveness varied from complete reinstatement (as in the case of Attalus son of Andromenes) to a mere slight postponement of vengeance (as in the case of Demetrius the Bodyguard). One further measure of political conciliation followed at once. Having rid himself of Philotas, the king would not entrust anyone, not even his dearest friend, with the command of the whole of the hetaeri. The command was divided between Hephaestion and Clitus (Arr. 3.27.4). Hephaestion had been active in the plot against Philotas and thus earned his first important post. He was to rise, partly by the same methods, until he became the first of the king's subjects. Clitus was a man of entirely different stamp; second to none in bravery, he was also second to none in the frankness with which he criticized the king's oriental affectations (Berve, s.v. KAEZroS 427). His elevation was an interesting concession, another measure of conciliation, to neutralize the elevation of the unpopular Hephaestion and show Alexander's attachment to dour Macedonians. In fact, Clitus' own hour had almost struck. But that is a different story, and one that was still in the future.
More lasting than the promotion of Clitus were the rewards of those who had cooperated with the king against the family of Parmenio. Craterus had always hated Philotas. It was he who had initiated the plan to spy on Philotas through the services of his mistress, and he had been prominent in the final stages of the affair: with Hephaestion, Coenus, Erigyius, Perdiccas and Leonnatus he had arranged the decisive step, the arrest of Philotas (Curt. 6.8.17).32 One of these six men, Erigyius (of Mytilene, it seems), was a Greek who could hardly expect to rise to the very highest rank in the army. Yet he was given independent commands of increasing importance33 and at the time of his premature death ranks inter claros duces (Curt. 8.2.40). This term could not have been applied to any other Greek in the army (except, later, Nearchus). Another of the six, Leonnatus, seems to have incurred the king's displeasure by contributing to the ridicule that killed the attempt to introduce proskynesis among the Macedonians.34 This must have retarded his advancement. When he rehabilitated himself by outstanding courage and loyalty, his rise was rapid, culminating in the great honor he received at Susa.35
These two are special cases. The other four enjoyed uninterrupted advancement. Finally, in the great army reform, they-Hephaestion, Perdiccas, Craterus and Coenus-were raised to the four chief hipparchies. We may call them, in the full sense, the marshals of the empire.36 The fact that those who assisted Alexander at this crucial moment later became the greatest men in the empire is far from mere coincidence: they had shown themselves "Alexander's men"' in the decisive test. After 32 Berve gives the sources for the detailed careers of these six men. Three of them are again mentioned (Curt. 6.11.11) in connection with the torture of Philotas. 
